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THROUGH FARMERS' MARKETS
John R. Brooker*
INTRODUCTION
Direct marketing of fruits and vegetables from the farmer to the final
consumer is the oldest and simplest form of marketing channel. As the agri-
business industries in the U.S. developed, the role of middlemen developed
to satisfy the expanding needs of retailer-wholesalers for large volume
purchases. Another factor that contributed to this long-run trend away from
direct marketing was the increasing share of produce markets captured by
canned and frozen products. However, for a variety of reasons, the U.S.
consumers' interest in direct market purchases increased during the 1970's
[3]. Within Tennessee nearly 7,000 farmers participated in direct marketing
in 1979 and accounted for an estimated $2.5 million from the sale of vege-
tables and melons [5].
For the purpose of this study, a farmers' market was defined as a market
with physical facilities committed to the continuous use by farmers to sell
their products to final consumers. A total of 23 farmers' markets were identi-
fied throughout Tennessee in 1981 (Figure 1). Another type of market,
perhaps more appropriately termed "tailgate" markets, operate in most of the
major metropolitan areas of Tennessee. The development of many of these
tailgate markets was coordinated by the Agricultural Marketing Project (AMP).
*Professor, Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology,
University of Tennessee, Knoxville.
2They are called Food Fairs. The AMP schedule for 1982 listed 37 Food Fairs
across Tennessee [1]. Several other tailgate markets organized by city
councils or city merchants were also identified in some of the smaller
cities in Tennessee. These tailgate markets were not included in the survey
results presented in this report.
M = Farmers' Market
Figure 1. Location of farmers' markets covered in this report.
OBJECTIVE AND PROCEDURE
The overall purpose of this study was to describe the direct marketing
of fruits and vegetables through farmers' markets in Tennessee.l Specifi-
cally, three participant groups were examined to determine operational
characteristics of existing farmers' markets and to identify factors that
contribute to the development and economic viability of a farmers' market.
The three participant groups are market managers, vendors, and customers.
Two basic types of vendors (sellers) handle produce on farmers' markets--
produce growers and retailer-jobbers (also referred to as mini-retailers
or pinhookers). Customers at farmers' markets can be categorized as retail
lThis is a contributed report to southern regional marketing project
S-129, "The Organization and Efficiency of the Fruit and Vegetable Production-
Marketing Subsector in the South." Partial funding of this study was obtained
through a cooperative work plan with the Tennessee Valley Authority.
3household customers (referred to hereafter as shoppers) and buyers repre-
senting retailers, wholesalers, or institutions. The actions of market
managers, produce growers, and shoppers were examined in this study.
DATA COLLECTION
During the summer of 1981, the managers of the 23 farmers' markets
were personally interviewed. Information was collected regarding history and
development of each market, organizational and operational characteristics,
estimated numbers of vendors and customers, and estimated annual sales
volumes. Also, personal interviews with growers and shoppers were conducted
at some of these markets.
Growers were asked to provide information about produce production and
sales at farmers' markets and about selling practices and/or problems
associated with direct market sales at farmers' markets. Since the total
number of participating farmers over a season was not known, a statistically
sound sampling procedure was not used. Another limitation was the time and
expense involved with trying to cover all of the markets over an entire
season. Therefore, as many growers as possible were randomly selected for
interview during a given visit to a market. Due to the seasonality of pro-
duction, several visits were made to some of the markets during June, July,
and August of 1981. In total, 190 growers were interviewed on 12 markets.
Retail shoppers on the farmers' markets were asked about produce pur-
chases, reasons for shopping at a farmers' market, distances traveled, and
several socioeconomic factors. As with the growers, shoppers were randomly
selected for interview. At 10 markets, 233 shoppers participated in this
survey.
4MANAGERS
Among the 23 farmers' markets in Tennessee in 1981, 15 of them were estab-
lished during the past 12 years compared to 3 in the 1960's and none in the
1950's (Table 1). This growth in the number of markets during the 1970's sup-
ports the earlier comment regarding increased interest of consumers and growers
in direct marketing. Fifteen of the 23 markets were defined as rural because
they were not located within one of Tennessee's five Standard Metropolitan Statis-
tical Areas. Most of the older farmers' markets were located in Tennessee's
major metropolitan areas and referred to in this study as urban farmers' markets,
Market Facilities
All of the 23 markets had a roofed building or at least a shed to provide
shelter for the vendors and shoppers (Table 1). Most of the markets also pro-
vided restrooms, electricity, and trash collection. Only two of the markets
provided processing equipment and facilities on the market site for customers
to use for canning, and both of these were rural markets.
Only one of the rural farmers' markets had more than 8,000 square feet of
sheltered vending space (Table 2). Half of the urban markets had more than 8,000
square feet of sheltered space. The average area allocated per vendor varied
considerably. According to the market managers responding to this question,
slightly more than three-fourths of the markets allocated 100 to 300 square
feet per vendor. Only one urban market allocated more than 300 square feet.
Vendor and Shopper Participation
The market managers were asked to estimate average daily attendance of
growers, jobbers, and shoppers on the markets during the peak season. The aver-
age number of estimated growers at the urban markets was several times the
number on rural markets, 52 compared to 13 (Table 3). Only one rural market
5Table 1. Year when established, leadership, and facilities available
at 23 farmers' markets in Tennessee, 1981
Farmers' Markets
Rura1a Urban a TotalItem
number number number percentb
Year established:
1930-39 1 3 4 171940-49 0 1 1 41950-59 0 0 0 01960-69 1 2 3 131970-79 11 2 13 571980-81 2 0 2 9
Totals 15 8 23 100
Initial leadership during
establishment:
City, county, or USDA employees 5 3 8 38Private citizens 2 4 6 29Extension agents 5 0 5 24Local merchants 1 0 1 5Farmers 0 1 1 5No response 2 0 2
Totals 15 8 23 101c
Facilities available at market:
Roofed buildings or sheds 15 8 23 100Restrooms 13 7 20 87Electricity 10 6 16 70Trash collection 9 6 15 65Display stands 6 3 9 39Office for market manager 5 5 10 43Telephone 4 5 9 39Cooling room 3 0 3 13Processing equipment for
customer use 2 0 2 9
aFarmers' markets defined as urban or rural based on location inside
or outside of a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.
b Percentages based on responses to a particular question.
cDoes not equal 100 due to rounding error.
6Table 2. Total sheltered vending space and average area per vendor at 23
farmers' markets in Tennessee, 1981
Farmers' Markets
Area Rural Urban Total
number number number percent a
Total sheltered vending space:
Less than 4,000 sq. ft. 8 2 10 50
4,000 to 8,000 sq. ft. 3 2 5 25
8,000 or more sq. ft. I 4 5 25
No response 3 a 3
Totals 15 8 23 100
Average area per vendor:
Less than 100 sq. ft. 1 2 3 17
100 to 200 sq. ft. 7 2 9 50
200 to 300 sq. ft. 2 3 5 28
300 or more sq. ft. 0 1 I 6
No response 5 0 5
Totals 15 8 23 101b
a to a particularPercentages based on number of responses question.
bDoes not equal 100 because of rounding errors.
Table 3. Estimated average daily attendance of growers, jobbers, and
shoppers during the summer season at 23 farmers' markets
in Tennessee, 1981
Participant
Group
Farmers' Market
Growers
Rura1a
average range
13 4 to 35
Ob 0 to 2
238 35 to 600
average
Jobbers
Shoppers
52
23
514
range
5 to 135
a to 120
150 to 1200
aFarmers' markets defined as urban or rural based on location inside
or outside of a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.
bOnly one rural market reported the presence of any jobber.
7reported the presence of any jobbers; however, the average number of jobbers
on urban markets was 23. Also as expected, the average daily number of shop-
pers on urban markets was more than twice that on rural markets, 514 to 238.
Even though attendance averages at urban markets were much higher than those
at rural markets, the ranges shown in Table 3 reveal that at least some rural
markets had more activity in terms of participants than some urban markets.
As anticipated, all 23 markets were active during the summer season of
June, July, and August (Table 4). Most of the urban markets were also active
during the spring and fall seasons, while three-fourths of the rural markets
were closed during the spring season. This is primarily due to the fact
that most urban markets included small retailer-jobbers (mini-retailers or
pinhookers) among the vendors. These retailer-jobbers purchase supplies from
farmers and wholesalers so that they can resell to retail customers.
With respect to the days of week that markets are open, the survey re-
vealed two unexpected situations. First, all markets were open for one or
more days of business during Monday through Thursday, yet several markets were
closed on Fridays. Second, all 15 rural markets were closed on Sunday, but
two-thirds of the urban markets were open.
During summer weekdays, all 23 markets were open between 7:00 a.m. and
7:00 p.m. Two-thirds of the rural markets and half of the urban markets
closed after 7:00 p.m.
In an attempt to increase sales, two-thirds of the managers reported the
use of advertising. The most frequently used media were radio and newspapers.
Produce Sales
Each market manager was asked to estimate total produce sales on his
market during the previous year. Slightly more than half of the managers pro-
vided this information, of which all but two were below $100,000 (Table 5).
8Table 4. Number of months, days per week, and hours per day that 23
farmers' markets in Tennessee were open for produce sales,
1981
Proportion of farmers' markets
Item Rurala Urbana
- percent
Seasons in operation:
Spring (Mar.-May)
Summer (June-Aug.)
Fall (Sept.-Nov.)
23 75
100 100
92 100
100 100
70 87
100 75
a 63
Days of week open during Summer:
Monday-Thursday
Friday
Saturday
Sunday
Operating hours during summer
weekdays:
7:a.m.-l p.m.
1 p.m.-7 p.m.
7 p.m.-9 p.m.
100 100
100 100
30 50
78 83
67 83
22 a
a 33
22 a
bAdvertising media used:
Radio
Newspapers
Pamphlets
Roadsigns
Television
aFarrners' markets defined as urban or rural based on location
inside or outside of a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.
bpercentages based on positive advertising response of 9 urban
and 6 rural markets. Several markets used more than one medium.
9Table 5. Total produce sales and sales limiting factors at 23 farmers'
markets in Tennessee, 1981
Farmers' Markets
Item Rura1a Total
number
Estimated value of produce sales:
Less than $10,000
$10,000 to $20,000
$20,000 to $30,000
$30,000 to $40,000
$40,000 to $100,000
$100,000 and over
No response
1
3
1
1
3
o
6
Totals 15
Sales related factors that market
managers attempt to influence:
Control sale of nonproduce items 9
Quality of produce for sale 5
Pricing of produce 3
Wholesale purchases 2
Control containers used 2
Require grading of produce 3
Control minimum volumes per sale 1
Clean up of area 1
No response 2
Factors considered by market managers
to limit sales:
Location 5
Small number of sellers 3
Lack of advertising 2
Leadership needed 2
Opposition from local retailers 1
Need for additional wholesale
buyers 1
Larger area needed 0
More days 1
None 1
No response 0
number number percentb
o
1
1
a
o
2
4
8
1
4
2
1
3
2
10
23
8
31
15
8
23
15
100
62
38
24
19
19
14
10
5
10
24
14
10
14
5
10
10
5
14
10
4
3
2
2
2
o
1
o
o
13
8
5
4
4
3
2
1
2
aFarmers' markets defined as urban or rural based on location inside
of outside of a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area.
o
o
a
1
o
5
3
2
3
1
bPercentages based on number of growers responding to a particular
question.
1
2
o
2
2
2
2
1
3
2
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In addition to advertising, a number of other factors were identified
that market managers may attempt to influence in order to increase total
sales. Control over the sale of nonproduce items was the most frequently
reported factor by 62 percent of the managers. Next, 38 percent of the market
managers attempted to supervise the overall quality of produce offered for
sale. A few managers, 24 percent, were involved with pricing of the products.
This involvement was not associated with setting prices, but trying to pre-
vent predatory or cut-throat competitive situations from developing. Concern
over the benefit of increased sales to wholesalers was reported by only 19
percent of the market managers. Most managers seemed to perceive the ultimate
role of farmers' markets to be retail sales to final consumers.
The market managers were asked to identify factors which they felt
limited the total sales of produce. One-fourth of the managers did not per-
ceive of any limiting factor or did not respond to this query. Another one-
fourth of the managers reported location of the market as a major, growth-
limiting problem, and all of these were rural markets. However, 10 percent
of the market managers expressed a need for a larger selling area, and these
were urban markets. One rural market manager felt that opposition from
local retail grocery stores was a deterent to the markets' growth.
GROWERS
During the summer of 1981, a total of 190 fruit and vegetable growers
participated in a survey of vendors at Tennessee farmers' markets. Thirty-
seven percent of these growers had 20 or more years experience producing
fruits and vegetables to sell through available market outlets (Table 6).
Of particular interest was the number of relatively new producers, 26 percent,
with less than five years production experience. Slightly more than one-third
of the growers had 10 to 20 years of produce production experience.
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Table 6. Years of experience and acreages committed to production of
fruits and vegetables by 190 growers selling at farmers'
markets in Tennessee, 1981
Item Growers
Years involved in fruit or
vegetable production:
Less than 5
5 through 9
10 through 19
20 through 29
30 through 39
40 or more
No response
number percenta
Totals
46 26
24 14
40 23
24 14
13 8
25 15
18
190 100
Acreages in production of
fruits or vegetables:
Less than 10
10 through 24
25 through 49
50 through 99
100 through 199
200 through 499
No response
Totals
133 75
23 13
12 7
5 3
3 2
2 1
12
190 101b
a
Percentages based on number of growers responding to a particular
question.
bDoes not equal 100 due to rounding errors.
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Products and Acreages Grown
Among the surveyed growers, 75 percent reported total production acre·-
ages of fruits and vegetables to be less than 10 acres. Only six percent of
the responding growers reported produce acreages of 50 or more acres. As
expected, direct marketing through farmers' markets is used primarily by
smaller volume growers.
Tomatoes were the most frequently produced product among the responding
growers (Table 7). Sweet corn was a close second, followed by beans. In total,
21 products were listed. Most of the growers, 82 percent, produced more than
one item to sell at the markets (Table 8). Approximately one-third of the
growers produced six or more produce items to sell. The largest number of pro-
duce items grown to sell at farmers' markets was 12, by only one grower.
Direct Marketing Commitment
The importance of farmers' markets as sales outlets to growers can be
determined through the distribution of produce sales among alternative outlets.
Growers were asked to answer questions regarding total produce sales in 1980.
Hence, 98 percent of the responding growers reported selling produce at
farmers' markets in 1980 (Table 9). Ten percent reported selling via roadside
stands and pick-your-own outlets. The proportion of total produce sales
through the farmers' market outlet emphasized the importance of this outlet
to these growers. Out of the 184 growers responding to this question, 151
sold more than 50 percent of their fruits and vegetables through farmers' mar-
kets. In fact, 102 growers sold 100 percent of their crop through farmers'
markets.
A few growers sold part of their crop directly to regional supermarkets
and independent growers, 9 and 7 percent, respectively. These outlets
accounted for fairly low shares of the growers' total c'rop.
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Table 7. Fruits and vegetables produced by 190 growers to sell at farmers'
markets in Tennessee, 1981
Product Growers Product Growers
number percenta number percenta
Tomatoes 95 53 Turnip greens 16 9
Sweet corn 81 46 Sweet potatoes 10 6
Beans 75 42 Peaches 8 4
Yellow squash 48 27 Cabbage 8 4
Okra 47 26 Pumpkins 7 4
Peas 39 22 Egg plant 7 4
Cante10upes 34 21 Apples 7 4
Watermelons 27 15 Hot peppers 5 3
Cucumbers 25 14 Onions 4 2
Bell peppers 22 14 Strawberries 1 1
White potatoes 17 10 No response 12
~any growers produce more than one product.
Table 8. Number of different fruit and vegetable products each grower
produced to sell at farmers' markets in Tennessee, 1981
Number of
produce items
Number of
Growers produce items Growers
number percenta number percent a-
32 18 Eight 13 7
20 11 Nine 15 8
25 14 Ten 5 3
25 14 Eleven 2 1
14 8 Twelve 1 1
11 6 No response 12
15 8 Totals 190 99b
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
Six
Seven
aPercentages based on 178 growers who responded to this particular
question.
bDoes not equal 100 due to rounding error.
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Table 9. Distribution of fruit and vegetable sales in 1980 among alter-
native outlets by growers interviewed at farmers' markets in
Tennessee, 1981
----
Proportion of total sales
Sales outlet Growers 1-25% 26-50% 51-75% 75-100%
number percent a - - - - - - number - - - -
Direct to consumers:
Farmers' markets 181 98 9 21 18 13"b~ .)
Roadside stands 19 10 9 6 1 3
Pick your own 18 10 15 3 0 0
Direct to retailers:
Regional supermarkets 16 9 10 5 1 0
Independent grocers 12 7 8 2 2 0
Hotels & restaurants 3 2 0 2 1 0
Local shippers &
wholesalers 10 5 5 2 3 0
Processors 1 1 0 1 0 0
Independent truckers 4 2 2 1 0 1
Other 17 9 11 3 1 2
aPercentages based on 184 growers responding to this question.
b102 of these growers reported selling 100% of their production
through farmers' markets.
Sales to local shippers and wholesalers was also used infrequently.
Only 5 percent of the growers reported sales through this marketing channel.
For half of these growers this outlet accounted for 25 percent or less or
their total produce sales.
Two-thirds of the responding growers traveled less than 50 miles to
sellon a farmers' market (Table 10). A few growers, 7 percent, drove 100
miles or more to reach a market. Pickup trucks were the dominant (87 per-
cent) form of transportation.
Besides the obvious answer, to sell fruits and vegetables, the sur-
veyed growers were asked to give a reason for selling at a farmers' market.
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Table 10. Distance traveled, type vehicle, and reasons given by
190 growers for selling fruits and vegetables at farmers'
markets in Tennessee, 1981
Item Growers
number percent
Distance from market to farm:a
Less than 10 miles
10 through 24
25 through 49
50 through 99
100 or more
No response
41 22
40 22
42 23
49 26
13 7
5
190 100Totals
Type vehicle used:b
Automobile
Pickup truck
Van
Trailer
1 or 2 ton truck
No response
16
165
2
2
20
a
8
87
1
1
11
bReasons for selling at farmers' market:
Adequate number of shoppers
Closest market available
No other market available
Source of additional income
Outlet for excess produce
Hobby
Like to meet people
No response
51
39
34
28
23
17
14
28
31
24
21
17
14
10
9
aPercentages based on number of growers responding to a
particular question.
bPercentages total to more than 100 because several growers
reported more than one response.
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Some growers reported more than one reason. While several growers reported
use of a farmers' market because they like to meet people or considered it a
hobby, 31 percent used a farmers' market because of the number of shoppers
present, 24 percent because the particular market was the closest, and 21
percent because no other market outlet was available.
Determining the quantity of produce to take to a farmers' market out-
let is a decision each grower must make. When asked this question, 99 percent
of the responding growers reported crop maturity as being extremely important
(Table 11). Weather was reported as being another extremely important factor
by 66 percent of the growers. Considerations regarding the number of shoppers
or estimated sales were regarded by most of the growers as not important.
Produce Sales
Selling prices for most growers, 86 percent, are determined by prices
charged by other growers. Two-thirds of the growers said the estimated cost
of production was an extremely important consideration in determining price.
The growers were almost equally divided on the importance of time of day.
This consideration was occasionally accompanied by a grower's opinion that
some consumers, especially the retailer-jobber, wait until late in the day
to try and take advantage of the grower's need to sellout before returning
home. The other side of this issue is the possibility that the grower would
not be able to sellout if the retailer-jobber were not permitted to buy and
resell on the market premises. But the argument is then extended by the
growers to contend that the retailer-jobber takes sales away from growers
the following day and is selling low quality produce because he has had to
hold the products overnight, often without adequate refrigeration.
17
Table 11. Bases reported by 190 growers for determining quantity of
produce to sell and prices to charge at a farmers' market
on a particular day in Tennessee, 1981
Growers
Reason
Not
important
Extremely
important
percenta - - - -
How quantity determined:
Maturity of crop
Weather
Time available for selling
Availability of harvest labor
Estimated sales
Likelihood of customers
1
34
69
76
78
85
99
66
31
24
22
15
How selling price was determined:
Prices charged by other growers
Estimated cost of production
Last year's price adjusted upward
Prices charged at local supermarkets
Time of day
Price quotes from market news reports
Price charged by prominent grower
14
31
47
53
57
94
94
86
69
53
47
43
6
6
aPercentages based on number of growers responding to a particular
question.
Nearly half, 44 percent, of the responding growers reported total produce
sales through farmers' markets of less than $1,000 in 1980 (Table 12). More
than one-third reported sales of $1,000 to $5,000. Only 12 percent reported
sales of $10,000 or more.
The acceptance of food stamps by the group of surveyed growers was
negligible, just 2 percent.
Growers were asked if they ever sell produce for other growers, meaning
other local farmers. This did not include the small retailer-jobber who may
sell products purchased from local growers as well as local wholesalers.
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Table 12. Total fruit and vegetable sales revenue obtained in
1980 by 190 growers at farmers' markets in Tennessee,
1981
Item Growers
number percent a
Sales revenue:
Less than $1,000
$1,000 to $5,000
$5,000 to $10,000
$10,000 to $40,000
No response
18
15
3
5
149
44
37
7
12
Totals 190 100
Accept food stamps:
Yes
No
Totals
4 2
186 98
190 100
36 19
15 42b
6 l6b
15 42b
Sell produce for other growers:
Yes
How often?
Frequently
Occasionally
Infrequently
Proportion of produce not sold to
'I cretal customers:
o percent
1 through 25 percent
26 through 50 percent
51 through 75 percent
76 through 100 percent
No response
Totals
30 21
49 35
29 21
15 11
17 12
50
190 100
aPercentages based on number of growers responding to a
particular question.
bBased on 36 growers who sold produce for other growers.
cNonretail customers would include wholesalers, retailer-
jobbers, truckers, retail grocers, and food service outlets.
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Almost one-fifth, 19 percent, of the growers responded affirmatively to
selling other growers' produce. For 42 percent of this group, selling others'
produce happened frequently. In essence, they were performing the middleman
function of marketing the product for these other growers.
To determine the existing role played by nonretail customers such as
wholesalers, retailer-jobbers, truckers, retail grocers, and food service
outlets--the surveyed growers were asked to estimate the proportion of their
sales to these wholesale buyers. Twelve percent of the growers reported
selling more than three-fourths of their total produce sales to nonretail
customers, compared to 56 percent who sold 25 percent or less to nonretail
customers.
Due to the fact that most of the growers would want or need to return to
their farm each night after selling at a farmers' market, unsold produce is
a potential problem. Among the growers responding to this issue, slightly
more than half, 52 percent, reported selling all their produce either all of
the time or most of the time when they made a selling trip to a market (Table
13). Thus the problem of unsold produce was possibly a serious problem for
the other growers who reported they never, or some of the time, sold all of
their produce.
Several uses were made of the unsold produce. Slightly less than one-
third of the growers said they throw it away, 30 percent use it on the farm,
and 29 percent said they give it away. Nine percent reported taking the pro-
duce home and returning the next day to sell. Only 5 percent of the growers
reported selling produce to a retailer-jobber as a method of disposal.
Host of the sellers at the farmers' markets were the growers themselves
or at least a family member (Table 14). The number of hired laborers used
20
Table 13. Disposition of unsold produce by 190 fruit and vegetable
growers selling at farmers I markets in Tennessee, ](l81
Item Growers
Frequency with which all produce sold:
Always
Most of the time
Some of the time
Never
No response
Totals
cMethod for disposal of unsold produce:
Throwaway
Use on farm
Give away
Take home and can
Stay till sold
Take home to sell later
Sell to jobber-retailer
No response
number percenta
29
64
54
29
14
16
36
31
16
190
56
56
53
26
21
17
9
5
30
30
29
14
11
9
5
aPercentages based on number of growers responding to a
particular question.
bDoes not equal 100 due to rounding error.
cMany growers indicated more than one method.
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Table 14. Sources of selling labor used by fruit and vegetable growers
surveyed at farmers' markets in Tennessee, 1981
Source of
selling labor Growers
number percenta
Grower:
a percent 4 2
1 through 25 percent 8 4
26 through 50 percent 52 28
51 through 100 percent 3 2
76 through 100 percent 120 64
Totals 187 100
Family members:
a percent 122 65
1 through 25 percent 5 3
26 through 50 percent 46 25
51 through 75 percent 8 4
76 through 100 percent 6 3
Totals 187 100
Friends:
a percent 186 99
1 through 25 percent a a
26 through 50 percent 1 1
51 through 75 percent a 0
76 through 100 percent 0 0
Totals 187 100
Hired laborers:
a percent 182. 97
1 through 25 percent 3 2
26 through 50 percent 1 1
51 through 75 percent a 0
76 through 100 percent 1 1
Totals 187 10lb
aPercentages based on 187 growers who responded to this question.
bDoes not equal 100 due to rounding error.
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for selling at a farmers' market was trivial. Five growers reported the use of
hired sellers and for one of these growers the employee handled more than 75
percent of all sales.
Present and Future Participation
The summer season was the dominant season for grower participation at
farmers' markets in Tennessee. Nearly all of the surveyed growers were
active during the summer, about 10 percent in the spring, and a little less
than half during the fall (Table 15). Friday was the busiest day of the
week as far as numbers of growers was concerned, with Saturday being the second
busiest day. With respect to sales revenue, Friday and Saturday were again
the leading days.
When asked about plans regarding future sales activity and quantities
produced to sell at farmers' markets, 57 percent of the growers said they
planned to make the same number of selling trips next year as this year,
while 32 percent anticipated a smaller number of trips (Table 16). With
respect to the quantities they planned to produce for sale at farmers' markets,
31 percent were planning a reduction and 25 percent an increase over 1981's
volume.
The growers identified several factors that they thought could facili-
tate increased produce sales at farmers' markets. The Iorenlost comment
was the need for improvements in physical facilities. This included every-
thing from better parking areas to improved selling space and restrooms.
The second most frequently mentioned suggestion was to limit sales to
farmers only; i.e., do not allow mini-retailers or retailer-jobbers (pin-
hookers) to sellon the market. Some growers supported this suggestion
because they believed these retailers undercut the growers' price structure
and often sold poor quality produce, which would probably cause many
Table 15. Proportion of surveyed growers selling produce at a farmers' market during the spring,
summer, and fall seasons, by day of week, and the average share of total weekly sales
by day of week, Tennessee, 1981
Spring Summer Falla
(n=19) (n=180) (n=75)
Average Average Average
share of share of share of
total total total
Percentageb weekly Percentageb weekly
Percentageb weekly
Day of week of growers sales of growers sales of growers salespercent - - - -
Monday 42 12 34 9 39 9
Tuesday 42 11 54 16 48 14
vJednesday 58 9 39 9 44 8
Thursday 53 11 41 12 13 12
Friday 79 22 65 23 73 20
Saturday 84 21 58 21 57 17
Sunday 21 14 18 10 24 20
100 100 100
aTen growers did not respond to this question.
bpercentages based on number of growers who indicated sales activity at a farmers' market
during a particular season.
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Table 16. Future plans of 190 surveyed growers for continued parti-
cipation at farmers' markets and growers' suggested changes
to increase total market sales, Tennessee, 1981
Item Growers
apercent
Future plans regarding selling trips
to farmers' markets:
Less often
More often
About the same
No response
Totals
Future plans regarding quantities
produced for sale at farmers' markets:
Smaller amounts
Larger amounts
About the same
No response
Totals
d h . 1 bSuggeste c anges to lncrease sa es:
Improve markets' physical facilities
Sales by farmers only
Longer operating hours
Charge less to sellon market
Control quality or selling practice
Do not charge customers on admittance
Other managerial or operational
procedures
No response
number
59
20
103
8
32
11
57
190 100
56 31
44 25
78 44 ':, .
12
190 100
47 38
30 24
21 17
18 15
16 13
11 9
52 42
67
aPercentages based on number of growers responding to a particular
question.
hPercentages do not total 100 because many growers reported more than
one suggestion.
SHOPPERS
customers to shop elsewhere in the future. This contention of the growers
was neither confirmed nor rejected by information obtained in this study.
The survey of shoppers at farmers' markets in Tennessee was conducted
on six urban markets and four rural markets. Among the 233 shoppers inter-
viewed, 16 were at a rural market and 217 at an urban market.
Socioeconomic Factors
Fifty-six percent of the shoppers had a household size of 2 or 3 mem-
bers (Table 17). Nineteen percent of the shoppers represented households
with four members. Evidently household size does not explain farmers'
market patronage.
The age of the shopper does not seem to be a major explanatory factor
either. An almost equal proportion of shoppers represented the 25 through
39 group (33 percent), the 40 through 54 group (28 percent), and the 55 or
over group (31 percent). Shoppers less than 25 years of age represented just
six percent of all shoppers.
Household income was divided into four groups. Some is percent of che
shoppers had household incomes of less than $8,000. The remaining shoppers
were nearly evenly divided among the $8,000 through $15,000 group, the
$15,000 through $25,000 group, and the group with $25,000 or more.
Shopping f'rips
Approximately one-third of the shoppers made weekly
to the farmers' market (Table 18). Slightly less than one-fifth or the
shoppers made two shopping trips per week. A few shoppers, six percent,
reported making daily shopping trips.
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Table 17. Household size, income, and age of 233 shoppers interviewed
at a farmers' market in Tennessee, 1981
Item
number percent
Number in household:
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
Six
Seven
No response
Totals
14 6
73 31
59 25
44 19
25 11
12 5
3 1
3 1
233 99a
Age of shopper:
Less than 25 years
25 through 39 years
40 through 54 years
55 years or more
No response
Totals
13 6
76 33
66 28
72 31
6 3
233 lOla
Household income:
Less than $8,000
$8,000 to $15,000
$15,000 to $25,000
$25,000 or more
No response
Totals
41 18
6L, 27
65 28
62 27
1 b
233 100
aDoes not equal 100 due to rounding error.
bLess than one percent.
.,...,
- I
Table 18. Frequency of shopping trips to f3rmers' mHrkets. distances
from residences to farmers' markets. and distances [rom
residences to supermarkets. as reported by 233 shoppers
interviewed at farmers' markets in Tennessee. 1981
Item Shoppers
number percent
Frequency of shopping trips to
farmers' market:
Totals
13 6
42 18
75 32
4S 19
34 15
24 10
233 100
Daily
Twice a week
Once a week
Twice a month
Once a month
Once or twice per season
Distance from residence to farmers' market:
Less than 3 miles 45 19
3 through 5 miles 59 25
6 through 10 miles 57 24
11 through 20 miles 51 22
21 through 40 miles 18 8
41 through 60 miles 3 1
Totals 233 99a
Distance from residence to supermarkets:
Less than 3 miles 170 73
3 through 5 miles 47 20
6 through 10 miles 15 6
11 through 20 miles 1 b
Totals 233 99a
aDoes not equal 100 due to rounding errors.
bLess than one percent.
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In order to insure an adequate population base to support a market
outlet, a major concern regarding the location of farmers' markets is how
far customers travel. Nearly one-third of the surveyed shoppers traveled
more than 10 miles from their home to the farmers' market. In contrast, less
than 1 percent of the shoppers live more than 10 miles from a supermarket.
The shoppers were asked which day of the week they preferred to visit
a farmers' market. Unexpectedly, 21 percent reported a preference for
Tuesday (Table 19). Another 20 percent said their preference was flexible,
19 percent preferred Friday, and 17 percent preferred Saturday. Apparently
the markets should make an effort to be open Friday and Saturday, but there
doesn't appear to be strong support for Sunday operations.
With respect to preferred time of day, 33 percent of the shoppers pre-
ferred the early morning hours of 7 to 10 a.m. and 22 percent said their
preference was flexible. Evening operation of the markets does not seem to
be essential because only 3 percent of the shoppers expressed a preference
for shopping after 5 p.m. Convenience was the dominant reason given by the
shoppers for preferring a particular day and time.
Sources of Produce
Regarding the interest of shoppers at farmers' markets in other direct
marketing outlets, 11 percent also shopped at roadside stands and 5 percent
at pick-your-own outlets (Table 20). During the summer months, 19 percent
of the farmers' market shoppers purchased 100 percent of their fruits and
vegetables from growers and/or retailer-jobbers on the farmers' rnarkets.
An additional 21 percent of the shoppers purchased 75 to 99 percent of their
produce at farmers' markets. Hence, for at least one segment of the popu-
lation, farmers' markets are an important source of produce.
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Table 19. Preferred day of week, time of day, and reasons for shopping
at these times, as reported by 233 shoppers interviewed at
farmers' markets in Tennessee
Item Shoppers
number percenta
Preferred day of week:
Sunday
Monday
Tuesday
Wednesday
Thursday
Friday
Saturday
Flexible
No response
15
15
44
10
10
39
35
42
23
7
7
21
5
5
19
17
20
Totals 233
Preferred time of day:
7 a.m. to 10 p.m.
10 a.m. to 12 noon
12 noon to 3 p.m.
3 p.m. to 5 p.m.
5 p.m. to 9 p.m.
Flexible
No response
75
18
42
32
6
50
9
33
8
19
14
3
22
Totals 233
Reasons for preferred time and day:
Convenience
Social type activity
Only time available
Best selection available
Produce fresher
Cooler time to shop
Allows time for preparation
Smaller crowd
Price usually lowered
No response
101
30
24
16
9
9
7
6
5
26
49
15
12
8
4
4
3
3
2
Totals 233 100
aPercentages based on number of responses to a particular question.
bDoes not equal 100 due to rounding error.
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Table 20. Sources of fresh fruits and vegetables purchased during the
summer months by 233 shoppers interviewed at farmers'
markets in Tennessee, 1981
Proportion Share of total purchasesSource of shoppers 1-24% 25-49% 50-74% 75-99% 100%- percent
Farmers' markets 100 21 18 21 21 19Supermarkets 80 16 13 29 22 0Roadside stands 11 7 2 1 a 0Pick-your-own
outlets 5 4 1 0 0 0Buying co-ops 2 1 0 0 a 0Specialty stores 1 a 1 0 0 0Neighbors and food
fairs 1 a a a 0 0
aLess than one percent.
Products Purchases
A tautological relationship probably exists between the products pur-
chased by the shoppers and the products produced by the growers. The list
of products purchased and the frequency of purchases among the surveyed
shoppers is presented in Table 21. An hypothesis regarding patrons of
direct marketing outlets is that these individuals prefer fresh, homegrown
produce and therefore prefer to grow some of their own fruits and vege-
tables. Out of the 233 shoppers included in the survey, 49 percent grew
at least one produce product at home. Tomatoes and beans were the most
frequently purchased and home-grown products.
OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUDING REMARKS
Apparently the factors associated with a viable farmers' market vary
considerably from market to market. In other words, there is not one set
of factors that can be listed and referred to as a complete set of
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Table 21. Number of surveyed shoppers who purchased various fruits and
vegetables at farmers' markets and the number of shoppers who
produced various products in home gardens in Tennessee, 1981
Farmers' market shoppers (N"'233)
Product Purchase on market Produce at home
number percent number percent
Tomatoes 118 51 91 39
Beans 111 48 39 17
Sweet corn 108 46 19 8
Peaches 69 30 0 0
Melons 63 27 1 a
Cante10upes 61 26 0 0
Okra 55 24 23 10
Peas, southern 48 21 7 3
Squash, yellow 42 18 24 10
Potatoes 31 13 10 4
Cucumbers 30 13 25 11
Bell peppers 29 12 25 11
Turnip greens 24 10 5 2
Apples 19 8 1 a
Cabbage 12 5 1 a
Onions 11 5 8 3
Egg plant 9 4 1 a
Beets 5 2 3 1
Pumpkins 3 1 1 a
Strawberries 2 1 2 1
Blackberries 2 1 0 0
Lettuce 1 a 15 6
Zucinni 1 a 1 a
Asparagus 0 1 a
Broccoli 0 1 a
None 0 118 51
aLess than 1 percent.
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necessary and sufficient criteria to insure success of a farmers' market.
Even though this study did not include a cost and returns analysis of
individual market operations, it was apparent that a number of markets
received or still receive some sort of subsidy in the form of facilities
or management. Thus, one implication based on this observation is that
in most situations where a new farmers' market is being proposed it will
probably require a subsidy, at least initially, to cover land and building
expenses. Most of the markets appear to be collecting enough revenue to
cover operating expenses, but not the repayment of capital investments.
This is one of the reasons urban farmers' markets have been proposed as
part of the overall development plan for regional food centers [2,4].
The variety of farmers' markets, with respect to operating procedures,
services, and facilities, accentuates the ability of these markets to
cater to the unique circumstances or needs of growers and consumers in
assorted local, economic environments. However, several problems were
identified that most of the markets do have in common, such as the need for
improved facilities and for more operational leadership. Curiously, only
four of the markets had a growers association and one of these markets
required growers to be a member in order to sellon the market. Perhaps
grower involvement will be essential to the growth and/or improved operation
of some farmers' markets.
Obviously, growers seem to feel that sales are restricted by the
limited number of customers. On the other hand consumers feel that if a
larger variety of produce items were available over a longer season, they
would increase total purchases. None of the managers reported any programs
designed to coordinate the sales efforts of growers either as individual
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producers or as a group of producers supplying a common market. Perhaps
educational programs need to be developed to assist the growers in selection
of products to grow and the timing of plantings to lengthen selling seasons.
Also, expanded advertising programs regarding the markets and the products
for sale would seem to be an appropriate action to attract additional
consumers.
In the case of fresh fruits and vegetables, growers of local produce
are essentially trying to capture a portion of an existing demand that is
already being satisfied from other sources, namely supermarkets. The
extent to which direct marketing increases consumers' total consumption of
produce versus merely providing an alternative source where consumers pur-
chase the same amounts they otherwise would have purchased at a retail
grocery store is beyond the scope of this study. Most of the consumers in
this study purchased produce at both farmers' markets and retail food
stores, thus suggesting that advertising TIlightfollow two themes. One to
emphasize farmers' markets as an alternative source of produce and the
second is to persuade consumers to make special purchases.
Based on the 89 percent of the surveyed growers who reported a desire
to increase or maintain the same number of selling trips next year and the
69 percent who reported plans to increase or remain at the same level of
crop production to sellon farmers' markets next year, the immediate future
for direct marketing through existing farmers' markets appears favorable.
Future development seems to depend more upon the leadership of concerned
individuals or a public agency than upon the willingness of growers to
2sell and consumers to purchase.
2Numerous publications dealing with farmers' markets are available 1:0 the
interested reader. A list of some of these publications begins on page 35.
34
REFERENCES CITED
1. Agrieul tural Marketing Proj eet. "Farm, Food, Land," Vol. VI, Issue 2,
2606 Westwood Dr., Nashville, Tenn., March-May, 1982.
2. Brooker, John R. and Robert P. Jenkins.
in Knoxville, Tennessee. Special Report
Expt. Sta., Knoxville, January, 1980.
Wholesale Produce Marketing
No.3, Univ. of Tenn. Ag.
3. Henderson, Peter L. and Harold R. Linstrom. Farmers-to-Consumer
Direct Marketing in Six States. NED, S & CS, USDA, Bul. No. 436,
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1980.
4. Taylor, Earl G. and John R. Brooker, and et. al. Food Distribution
Facilities for Memphis: Tennessee 1976-200. Mkt. Res. Rpt. No. 1099,
U.S. Dept. of Agric., Beltsville, Maryland: U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C., May, 1979.
5. Tennessee Crop Reporting Service. "Tennessee Farm Facts," Vol. 81,
No.1, USDA, Nashville, Tennessee, Jan. 5, 1981
3S
REFERENCE LIST OF RELATED PUBLIC1\TIONS
Anderson, G. E. Farmers' Markets in tv'ashil1..8tonState,.19J8. Report on
Oregon-Washington Direct Marketing Program., Washington State Dept.
of Agric., Olympia, 1978.
Bahn, Henry M., How to Sell at a FarmeYs~IarK~~, L-190 Cooperative Exten-
sion Service, Univ. of Hassachusetts, Amherst, MA 01003, 1979.
Bahn, Henry, How Market Masters and Farmers Rate Farmers Markets, Coopera-
tive Extension Service, Univ. of Hassachusetts, Amherst, ~~ 01003, 1979
Bahn, Henry M., Displaying Your Produce il_L..farmers:-1~rkets- Some Points
to Consider, Cooperative Extension Service, Unlv. of Massachusetts,
Amherst, MA 01003.
Bjergo, Allen, Oranizing a Farmers Market, Cooperative Extension Service,
Montana State Univ., Bozeman, MT, April, 1976.
HIakeley, Ransom A., Tips for Sel1in~1J: F~.E.~er~_£1ark~ts.,Dept. of Agric.
Economics, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 14853, 1978.
Blakeley, Ransom A., Sugges tions on How to Shop .~£.~_Farmers Market, Dept.
of Agric. Econ., Cornell Univ., Ithaca, NY Ilf853, 1979.
Brooker, John R. and Earl G. Taylor, Direct Marketing of Produce - The
Shelby County Farmers Market Case, Agricultural Experiment Station,
Univ. of Tennessee, Knoxville, TN, 1977.
DeWeese, Pamela M., The Detroit
Structure, Center for Urban
Indiana, 1975.
Eastern Farmers Market - Its Social---------
Studies, Wayne State Dniv., Wayne,
I·'abian,Morris S. Basics .1~.!._I::.9,-~_!12-11in::.<::J: l'Iark_~_~~..!!l;. Dept. of Agric. Econ.
and Marketing. New Jersey Agricultural Expt. Sta., Cook College,
Rutgers - The State University of New Jersey. March, 1979.
Fabian, Morris S. Tips for _E~~~<Jj:.cLI~'!:E_ITl.~.!~laI~':.'~__... c~~LE~EiJ.?E:'_.r_:sor'l.Sup~L\f..~?9 E.::~0
Dept. of Agricultural Economics and Marketing. lve Extension
Service, Cook Collete, Rutgers--The State University of New Jersey.
New Brunswick, M.P. 12, May, 1975.
German, Carl and Mary Deckers. ~.r..h_~_?eas}bi}~of Establish~ng a Farmers
Market in Delaware., Extension Bulletin 15, Cooperative Extension
Service, Dniv. of Delaware, Newark, DE 19711, July, 1979.
Grantham, Marilyn, Selling at a Farmers Marl~_~, Cooperative Extension
Service--MB 262, Virginia Tech., Blacksburg, VA 24061, 1978.
Grantham, M. H. and J. B. Bell, FarmersMa~~:~.§., Agricultural Econ. Dept.,
Virginia Tech., Blacksburg, VA, Dec., 1978.
36
Henderson, Peter L., and Harold R. Linstrom. 19820 Farmer-to-Consumer
Direct Marketing, Selected States, 1979-80. National Economics
Division, Economic Research Service, USDA, Statistica' Bul. No, 681.
Jenkins, Robert P. Establishing and Open!-ting _~~J~~r:.t'!.~s'Mar.k~et--
A Manual for Sponsors, Boards ~l__~ire~~!~~ __~~~~_~anagers of Farmers'
Markets. Atricultural Extension Service, Univ. of Tenn., Institute
of Agriculture, Publication No. 847.
Kenyon, David, Jim Bell and Tom Edgar, )~)..lann~n&...!!Farmers Market, Bul. 7761,
Extension Division-VPI and SU, Blacksburg, VA, June, 1978.
Kenyon, David, Marilyn Grantham and Tom Edgar, Eco~9mic Feas~bility and
Financing of Farmers Markets, Dep t. of Agricul tural Economics, Virginia
Tech, Blacksburg, Virginia 24061, 1979.
Long, Don L., and James B. Bull. 1981. "Direct Marketing." In Charles W.
Coale, Jr. (ed.), Virginia Agric::.ulturalEcongmics. Extension Division,
Cooperative Extension Service, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and
State University, No. 328.
Meier, Harvey, Larry Burt, Linda Burt, Richard Carkner, Blair Wolfley.
Farmer to Consumer Marketing, 1, An Overview. Pacific Northwest
Extension Pub. No. 201, March, 1980.
Meier, Harvey, Larry Burt, Linda Burt, Richard Carkner, and Blair Wolfley.
Farmer-to-Consumer Marketing, 2. Produc~i~n arl:sL.:Marketing Cos ts..
Pacific Northwest Ext. Pub. No. 202, March, 1980.
Meier, Harvey, Larry Burt, Linda Burt, Richard Carkner, and Blair Wolfley.
Farmer-to-Consumer Marketing, 3. Merc~~~di~ing,_~rici~~d
Promotio~al Strategies. Pacific Northwest Ext. Pub. No. 203, March, 1980.
O'Rourke, A. Desmond. 1980. The Role of Dir,"_ct_Mart~ting in Washington,
Agriculture. Wash. State Univ. College of Agric. Research Center
Bulletin 0890.
Roy, Ewell P., Don Leary, Jerry M. Law. _Custamer Evaluation of Farmers'
Markets in Louisiana. Dept. of Agric. Econ. & Agribusiness Louisiana
State Univ., Agricultural Expt. Sta., D.A.E. Res. Rept. No. 516.
Roy, Ewell P., Edward J. Jordan, Jerry M. Law, and Donald Leary. Organi-
zation and Operation of Louisiana Fa~m~rs l'1arkets_.Dept. of Ag. ECOIl.
Res. Rept. No. 532. Louisiana State Univ., May, 1978.
Roy, E. P., D. Leary and J. M. Lm". 1978. Se.ller!';of Produce at Louisiana
Farmers' Markets. Louisiana State Univ. Dept. of Ag. Econ. & Agri-
business. Res. Rept. 534, Library (HD1775 .L8L7)
37
Sheehy, Cristine, Designs for Farmers Markets: A Working Study for the
Urban Markets Project, Michigan State Univ., East Lansing, MI 48824,
1979.
Stuhlmiller, E. M., R. B. How, and K. W. Stone. Consumer Use and Experience
with Horne Gardens and Produce Purchased Directly from Farmers. Ithaca:
Dept. of Ag. Econ., Cornell Univ., Sept. 1976. Espt. Sta. A.E.
Res. 76-20 Library (S95 .E336)
Stuhmiller, Emilie M., S. W. Brown, R. Brian How. Experience
Pilot Farm Market, New York State Thruway, Summer, 1976.
Agricultural Economics, N.Y. State College of Agriculture
Life Sciences. A.E. Ext. 77-1, January, 1977.
with a
Dept. of
and
Vail, David, Farmers Markets in Maine.
Management and Technology Project,
Me, 1977.
Idea Paper #6 Maine Small Farm
Bowdoin College, Brunswick,
